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DECLARATI ON FCR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

ad Landfill, Site 4, Qperable Unit 4
Marine Corps Conbat Devel opnent Conmand ( MCCDC)
Quantico, Virginia

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected InterimRenedial Action (IRA) for the dd Landfill,
Installation Restoration (IR) Site 4, Cperable Unit 4 (QUW4), MXCDC, Quantico, Virginia. For consistency, this
ROD will refer to the site as the Ad Landfill,Site 4. The selected | RA was chosen in accordance with the
requi renents of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980,
as anended by the Superfund Amendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA) of 1986, 42 U S.C. Section 9601 et
seq., and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l uti on Contingency Pl an
(NCP, 40 CFR Part 300). This ROD provides the factual basis for selecting the IRA for the Ad Landfill and
the rationale for the decision. The infornation supporting this I RA decision is contained in the
Adm ni strative
Record for this site.

The Commonweal th of Virginia, Department of Environnental Quality (VDEQ supports the selected |RA
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site, if not addressed by inplenenting
the | RA selected in this ROD, nmay present an inmminent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare,
or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This action is the third for the Ad Landfill. The first action, a Renoval Action (RA), was conducted in
1990 to renove pol ychl orinated bi phenyl (PCB) contaminated soil fromthe Defense Reutilization and Marketing
Ofice (DRMD) Scrapyard and DRMO Transformer Storage Area, located within the O d Landfill boundary.
Approxi mately 3,800 tons of contam nated soil and scrap were renoved and di sposed of off-site during that
action.

The second action, an erosion and sedi ment control Remobval Action, was inplemented in 1994 to reduce the
armount of PCB contam nated sedi ment and surface water runoff |eaving the Ad Landfill and entering the
Pot omac R ver. That action included:

. Installation of silt fence, hay bales, rip rap, and berns to prevent contam nated
soils and sedinents fromm grating;

. Scarifying the bl acktop area on the west side of the Ad Landfill to increase
infiltration and reduce the runoff fromentering the drai nage swal e; and

. Col l ection of nonthly surface water sanples fromthe drai nage swale outfall to
noni tor discharges to the Potomac R ver.

The sel ected | RA addresses the known principal threats posed by the site, which are contanminated soils
and sedinments in and surroundi ng the drainage swale. This IRAwill: mninmze direct contact, inhalation, and
i ngestion of contam nants posing a carcinogenic risk; reduce migration of contam nants to groundwater;
restrict nmigration of contaminants to the adjacent enbayment; and conply with all Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirenents directly associated with this action. This selected IRAw Il be followed by further
investigations and a final remedy. It is anticipated that the IRAw Il be consistent
with the final renedy.

The maj or conponents of the I RA include:

. Institutional controls, to include no breaching of the barrier layer, fencing around
the entire site with | ocked gates, and restricting access by unauthorized personnel;



. Consol idation of existing berns, denolition and off-site disposal of scrapyard
bui I di ngs, and incorporation of scrapyard building foundations within the dd Landfill;

. Excavation and off-site disposal of surface soil and drainage swal e sedi nments
contami nated with PCBs in excess of 10 parts per mllion (ppm

. Permeabl e soi|l barrier layer installation covering 23 acres, and incorporation of
flood control neasures and shore protection

. Successful replacenment and restoration of wetlands destroyed/inpacted by the
i npl enentation of the IRA (1.8 acres inpacted vs. 2.1 acres replaced), including
ensuring the replacement and restoration is successful, through continued
nmoni tori ng and ot her appropriate measures;

. Operation and nai nt enance; and
. Fi ve-year reviews as required by CERCLA
Final -use restrictions will be addressed in the final renedy. Until that tine, institutional controls,
to include no breaching of the barrier layer, fencing around the entire site with | ocked gates, and
restricting access by unauthorized personnel, will be enployed by the Navy as protection. No invasive

devel opnent of the landfill area will be all owed.

In addition, operations and naintenance (O&) will be perforned in accordance with the Virginia Solid

Wast e Managenent Regul ations (VSWR °5.0). This G& wi |l include an annual inspection of the cover, initiated
within one year of conpletion of the IRA. &M will include, at a mninum the follow ng itens:

. Performance standards to assure integrity of the barrier |ayer

. Er osi on control

. Wt | and noni toring; and

. I nspection and nai nt enance as appli cabl e.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

This IRAis protective of human health and the environment in the short termand is intended to provide
adequate protection until a final ROD is issued conplies with Federal and State ARARS for this |imted-scope
action, and is cost effective. This action is interimand is not intended to utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatnent technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable for this operable unit. Because this
action does not constitute the final renedy for the operable unit, the statutory preference for renedies that
enpl oy treatment that reduces toxicity, nmobility or volume as a principal elenment need not be satisfied and
will be addressed by the final response action. Subsequent actions are planned to address fully the threats
posed by the conditions at this operable unit.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on site above heal t h-based | evels, a
review will be conducted to ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health
and the environnent within five years after commencenent of the renmedial action. Because this is an interim
action ROD, review of this site and of this interimrenedy will be on-going as the Navy and USEPA continue to
devel op final renedial alternatives for the operable unit.

<I M5 SRC 97093B>
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ACRONYMS

ARARs Applicabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Regul ati ons
AWQC Arbi ent Water Quality Criteria

BTAG Bi ol ogi cal Techni cal Assistance G oup

CERCLA Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
CFR Code of Federal Regul ations

CLEAN Conpr ehensi ve Long- Term Environnental Action Navy
CCe United States Corps of Engineers

DDD Di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hane

DDE Di chl or odi phenyl et hane

DDT Di chl or odi phenyl tri chl or oet hane

DRMD Def ense Reutilization and Marketing O fice
EFACHES Engineering Field Activity Chesapeake

FFS Focused Feasibility Study

FS Feasibility Study

HNUS Hal I i burton NUS Cor poration

I AS Initial Assessnent Study

IR Install ati on Restoration

I RA Interi mRenedi al Action

| RP Installation Restoration Program

MCCDC Mari ne Corps Conbat Devel opnent Comrand

NCP National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l uti on Contingency Pl an
NPDES Nati onal Pollutant Discharge Elimnation System
NPL National Priorities List

PCB Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyl

RA Renoval Action

RAA Renedi al Action Alternative

RAC Renedi al Action Contract

RCRA Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act

Ri Remedi al | nvestigation

ROD Record of Deci sion

SARA Super fund Anendnents and Reaut hori zation Act

TBC To Be Consi dered

TPH Total Petrol eum Hydrocar bon

TSCA Toxi ¢ Substance Control Act

USEPA United States Environnental Protection Agency
USFW6 United States Fish and Wl dlife Service

VDEQ Commonweal th of Virginia, Departrment of Environnental Quality
VIVRC Virginia Marine Resources Conmi ssion

VPDES Virginia Pollution D scharge Elimnati on System



1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Marine Corps Conbat Devel opnent Command (MCCDC), Quantico, Virginia is a 60,000 acre Marine Corps
installation located in southern Prince WIlliam northern Stafford and eastern Fauqui er Counties, Virginia
and is bordered on the east by the Potomac R ver. Figure 1 provides a |location map for the Base and for the
ad Landfill. The installation has been in operation since 1917 and is currently bordered by residential,
park, farm and and conmercial properties. The installation is |ocated approxi mately 35 mles south of
Washi ngton, DC and is divided by Interstate 95 into two areas: Minside (east of 1-95) and Guadal canal (west
of 1-95).

The A d Landfill is |located on the Mainside Area, adjacent to the Potonac River. The A d Landfill is
bordered on the north by the Mainside Sewage Treatnment Plant, to the south by the Marine Corps Air Facility
and to the west by the R chnond, Fredericksburg and Potomac Railroad. The Town of Quantico is |ocated
approximately 1/2 mle north of the Ad Landfill.

The A d Landfill is 23 acres in size and was operated from 1920 to 1971. Concurrent to and after
landfill operations ceased, it was al so used as a scrapyard operated by the Defense Property Disposal Ofice
and |l ater the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMD). In addition to the DRMO Scrapyard, there was
al so an area designated as the DRMO Transforner Storage Area. EXisting structures at the Ad Landfill
included Buil dings 671 and 672 (and associ ated concrete foundations) in the DRMO Scrapyard and Buil ding 679,
680, and several concrete loading structures at the DRMO Transformer Storage Area. Presently, the Ad
Landfill is partially covered with forest, open fields, paved and gravel ed areas, and is partially surrounded
by a chain link fence. Figure 2 provides a |ayout of the Ad Landfill.

The A d Landfill is |ocated adjacent to the Potomac River and within its floodplain. The ground surface
elevation at the dd Landfill ranges from1l to 20 feet above nean sea | evel. The Potonmac R ver water surface
elevation is tidally influenced and approxi nates nmean sea |level. Drainage fromthe area is channelized into
two prinmary paths: the drai nage swal e and the unnaned tributary. The entire A d Landfill site lies within the
Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic Province. The geol ogy consists of an eastward
t hi ckeni ng wedge of sand, silt and clay sediments. The surface soil consists of artificial fill to a depth of
approxi mately eight feet bel ow ground surface. River deposits are encountered beneath the fill material that

consist primarily of alluviumand river terrace deposits to a depth of 60 feet. The deposits are described as
gray to black sand, silt and organic clay, interlayered with peat in the southwestern portion of the site.

<I MG SRC 97093C
<I M5 SRC 97093D>

The Aquia Formation was partially encountered at 50 feet bel ow ground surface and is described as a
di stinct grayish green cohesive, dense sand with sift and clay. A layer of clay was encountered at 60 feet
bel ow ground surface, however, the extent of this clay layer is unknown.

G oundwater at the Ad Landfill is shallow and occurs at |less than three feet to 13 feet bel ow ground
surface. Shallow groundwater flows toward surface water to the east, south and southwest. However, the
overal |l general direction of the shallow groundwater flow is toward the east and to the Potomac River. The
estimated horizontal rate that shallow groundwater flows is 38 feet per day.

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITI ES
2.1 History

Wast e di sposal operations were initiated at the Ad Landfill in the early 1920s and continued to expand
eastward, ceasing in 1971, when another nunicipal landfill was opened west of Interstate 95. Wastes were
typically burned prior to disposal in the landfill until the 1960s and included nunicipal refuse,
construction and denolition debris, and wastes from Base operations. The estimated volune of fill material at
the dd Landfill is 7.6 mllion cubic feet. Depth of the fill material is eight feet bel ow ground surface.

As sections of the landfill were closed down, the area was taken over by DRMOto stage scrap prior to
di sposal . Itens stored included druns contai ning waste fuels and sol vents, transforners, and out of service
mlitary vehicles. Additionally, construction naterials (road salt, sand, gravel and asphaft) were stockpiled
for as-needed uses. Concurrent to and after the landfill operations ceased, electrical transforners were
stored and opened at the DRMO Transformer Storage Area, Transformers were opened and
drained to recover the copper wire and steel casings. The dielectric fluid, containing PCBs, was drained
directly on to the ground. Transforner recovery operations were stopped in the 1970s, and DRMD st opped usi ng



the site in 1991.

In 1980, a pipeline, owned by Plantation Pipeline Conpany of Gastonia, North Carolina, running adjacent
to the railroad tracks at the northern end of the landfill ruptured. Approximately 100,000 gal |l ons of diesel
fuel spilled fromthe pipeline adjacent to the Ad Landfill. The pipeline was repaired and renains in use.

In 1982, a soil bermenclosure was constructed in the southeastern portion of the site for disposal of
Pot omac River dredge spoils. Due to its location in the river's floodplain, the project was halted before any
spoils were placed in the encl osure.

A renoval action was conducted at MCCDC Quantico from Septenber 1990 t hrough Decenber 1990 to renove
PCB- cont am nated soil fromthe DRMO Scrapyard and the adjoining Transformer Storage Area. The report,
entitled PCB Renoval Action (Radian, 1991), provides additional details. The renoval action al so enconpassed
the Ad Batch Plant site, unrelated to the Ad Landfill. U'S. Environnental Services, |nc.
(USESI) conducted the renoval action, with Radian serving as the Architecture/Engineering (AE) contractor
for the Navy. A total of 3,881 tons of soil and debris were disposed of at the G ayback Muntain Landfill
located in Wah. The areas were backfilled, graded, and seeded after conpletion of the removal activities.
Anal ytical testing confirnmed that the borrow material was free of PCBs and other contam nants (i.e., only
clean fill was used).

PCBs were essentially present as PCB-1260. Al though the renoval action targeted soils with 10 nilligrans
per kilogram (ng/kg) or greater total PCBs, the use of a 5-ng/kg level directed the activities to provide an
increased | evel of confidence that all sanpling |ocations attained the target cleanup |evel of 10 ng/kg.

At the DRMO Transforner Storage Area, original PCB concentrations ranged fromO0.55 ng/kg to 30 ng/ kg
within the Transforner Storage Area. The renobval action consisted of renoval of the first foot of soil. At
the DRMO Scrapyard, original PCB concentrations ranged from2 ng/kg to 1,820 ng/kg within the Scrapyard. For
the nost part, PCB concentrations along the fence separating the Scrapyard fromthe A d Landfill
and the area farther east ranged from2 ng/kg to 7.5 ng/kg. Two exceptions were the northern end of the fence
line, with maxi num PCB concentrations of 32 ng/kg, and a drai nage channel fromthe Scrapyard to the Potonac
River via the Ad Landfill, with maxi num PCB concentrations of 23 ng/kg; both of these areas were included in
the removal action. Cenerally, PCB contanination was limted to the top 18 inches of soil.

PCB- contam nated soils at 68 percent of the Scrapyard were excavated to a 1-foot depth, 25 percent required
excavation to a 2-foot depth, 5 percent required excavation to a 3-foot depth, and 2 percent required
excavation to a 4-foot depth. Approximately 3,800 tons of contaninated soil and scrap were renoved and

di sposed of off-site during that action.

O note, higher PCB concentrations than expected were encountered in the DRMO Scrapyard drai nage channel
|l eading to the Potomac River. The nmaxi mum PCB concentration in the drai nage channel area (1,760 ng/kg at a
1-foot depth) was |ocated at the edge of the area slated for the renoval action. This indicates that
PCB- contam nated soils that were not addressed in the subject renmoval action were present further
downgr adi ent in the drai nage channel .

The Commonweal th of Virginia, Departnment of Environnental Quality, issued a Notice of Violation (NOV No.
93- 06- NRO- 075 dated June 24, 1993) for the Ad Landfill site. The violation noted "D scharge of
pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs), pesticides, petrol eum hydrocarbons, and netals to state waters w t hout
authority of a NPDES pernit in violation of VR680-14-02, and violating water quality standards for surface
wat er and groundwater, VR 680-12-01, and VR-680-21-04, respectively, and causing environnental danage (PCBs
in fish tissue)."

In response to the NOV, the Navy initiated i nmedi ate neasures to elimnate further contam nation from
the Ad Landfill site, as follows:

. Silt fences were installed to prevent contam nated sediment frommnigrating from
the western side of the site and further contam nating the drai nage creek and the
river and to prevent sediment from continuing down the drainage creek.

. The bl acktop area on the west side of the site was scarified by breaking up the
asphalt to nake the area nore perneabl e and thus decrease the anount of water
novi ng across the area. The bl acktop area contributed greatly to the runoff going
into the drai nage channel.

. Monthly filtered and unfiltered surface water sanples were collected froma
| ocation at the nouth of the drainage channel to monitor contam nants of concern



in surface water in the drainage channel and to verify that PCBs are not currently
leaving the A d Landfill.

. The Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) was initiated to further study the area and
nmake reconmendati ons for any additional actions deemed necessary and
consistent with the Installation Restoration Program

. An ecol ogi cal assessnent with the U S. Fish and Widlife Service was initiated to
coll ect biota sanples. The Agency for Toxics and D sease Registry (ATSDR)
evaluated this data to assess risks to hunan health fromthe consunption of fish
fromthe Potonac R ver enbaynment associated with the Add Landfill.

2.2 Present Condition of the A d Landfill

There are currently no scrapyard or landfill operations at the A d Landfill. Except for the scrapyard
area, the area is forested along the river and tributary banks and open overgrown grassy fields in the
vicinity of the forner scrapyard. Access to the area is restricted and the site is partially fenced to deter
unaut hori zed access. Deer, groundhogs, rabbits, birds, as well as evidence of beaver activity have been
identified at the A d Landfill.

Drainage fromthe area is channelized into two primary drainage paths: the central drainage swal e and
the unnaned tributary. The berned area created in the early 1980s for river dredgings but never used, still
exists and is vegetated with trees and bushes. The A d Landfill is scattered with surface debris ranging from
various netal objects to concrete, plastics and wood.

2.3 Previous Investigations

The Departnent of the Navy issued guidance in the 1980's for all Navy and Marine Corps installations io
perform assessnents to determine the extent of inproper hazardous substance di sposal. The Naval Energy and
Envi ronnent Support Activity (NEESA) conpleted the Initial Assessnent Study (1AS) for MOCDC, Quantico in
1984. The study identified 17 sites of potential concern, including the Ad Landfill. Because of the
potential to contam nate surface and groundwater, the dd Landfill was recomrended for further study. In the
IAS, the dd Landfill was distinct fromthe DRMDO Scrapyard, which was al so recommended for further study.

A Confirmation Study (CS) of the AOd Landfill and DRMO Scrapyard was conpleted in 1988. The CS found
high levels of PCBs in the surface soils of the dd Landfill and DRMD Scrapyard. The CS recomended a
Remedi al Investigation for the Ad Landfill. The Renedial Investigation began in 1991 and will be conpleted
after the I RA

An Engi neering Eval uation/ Cost Analysis (EE/CA) was conducted in 1994 in preparation for a Renoval
Action for the Od Landfill. In 1995, the EE/CA was transforned into a Focused Feasibility Study (FFS). The
FFS is the prinmary background docunment for this |IRA

2.4 Enforcenent Actions

To date, no CERCLA or Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) enforcenment actions have occurred at

the dd Landfill. However, on June 23, 1993, VDEQ issued a Notice of Violation (No. 93-06-NRO 075) for the
unpernitted di scharge of PCBs, pesticides, petroleum hydrocarbons, and netals to state waters fromthe dd
Landfill Drainage Swale. In conjunction with other response actions in 1993 to stop the di scharge of

contam nants, the swal e was brought into the Virginia Pollutant D scharge Elimnation System (VPDES) as a
permtted discharge (VPDES No. 2151, Qutfall 031) and subject to nonthly nonitoring requirenents.

3.0 H GHLI GHTS OF COMWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

Comuni ty participation requirements in CERCLA Section 113(k)(2)(B)(i-v) and 117 have been net for this
I RA

The Focused Feasibility Study Report and Proposed Plan for the Ad Landfill IRA were released to the
public in July 1995. Both of these docunents are available in the Adm nistrative Record and the Infornation
Repositories maintained at the Chinn Park Regional Library, Prince Wlliam Virginia;, John Porter Menorial
Library, Stafford, Virginia;, and Natural Resources and Environnental Affairs Branch, Building 3040, Quanti co.
The notice of availability was published in the Quantico Sentry on July 21, 1995; the Free Lance-Star on July
15 and 21, 1995; and the Potomac News on July 15, 1995.



The Public Coment Period occurred fromJuly 15, 1995 to August 19, 1995 and was extended, at USEPA
Region Il request, to August 28, 1995. A public availability session was held on August 9, 1995. At this
session, representatives from MCCDC, Quantico; Engineering Field Activity, Chesapeake; USEPA Region I11l; and
VDEQ hosted a display booth session and were avail able to answer or address citizen coments. The display
boot hs described the past site history, site characterization, and preferred remedial alternative. A sunmary
of the Availability Session is provided in Appendi x A Responsiveness Sunmary. No citizen conments were
received during the Availability Session or the Public Comrent Peri od.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T OR RESPONSE ACTI ON

Past di sposal operations at the A d Landfill have contam nated soil, groundwater, sedinment, and surface
wat er. The Department of Navy is renmediating the dd Landfill in several phases.

Currently there are seven Operable Units (QUs) under investigation/renmediation at MCCDC. The current
list of QUs at MCCDC i ncl ude:

QUL Pesticide Burial Area, IRSite 1

QU2 Arsenic Burial Area, IR Site 17

QU3 Forner Rifle Range, IR Site 20

QX Add Landfill, IRSite 4

Q5 Aero ub, IR Site 18

QU Add Batch Plant, IR Site 5

QU7 Fornmer Fire Training Area, IR Site 19

The IRA, referred to as the "Barrier Layer, Goundwater Monitoring" alternative in the Proposed Plan, is

being performed at the Ad Landfill, QM, IRSite 4, and is being inplenented to reduce potential risks to
human health and the environnent associated with the Od Landfill. The IRA at the A d Landfill consists of
excavation and off-site treatnment or disposal of surface soil and drai nage swal e sedi ments contam nated with
PCBs in excess of 10 parts per mllion, regrading the landfill surface, wetlands restoration, installation of
a soil barrier layer, and institutional controls. The IRAw Il be followed by additional Renedi al
Investigation (RI) activities at the dd Landfill to evaluate groundwater, surface water, and sedi ment

contamination, and potential inpacts to the Potomac River to determne if further renedial actions are
necessary. The barrier layer will be designed to:

1. reduce channelized flow and erosion by encouragi ng overland flow which wll
prevent contaminated soil frombeing avail able at the surface;

2. prevent contam nant mgration through surface water transport and soil erosion; and
3. elimnate the surface soil exposure pathways.

The IRA will be consistent with any planned future actions, to the extent possible, including the Final
Remedy selected for the Ad Landfill.

5.0 SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

This section provides a summary of the nature and extent of contami nation at the Ad Landfill, a
di scussion of potential routes of contam nant mgration and routes of exposure, the popul ati on and
environnental areas that could be affected by a release at the site, and site-specific factors that may
affect remedial actions at the site.

5.1 Contam nants at the A d Landfill

Cont am nants of concern found in surface and subsurface soil at the dd Landfill site are listed in the
Table 5-1. Table 5-1 lists those chemicals that exceeded EPA Region IIl, Ri sk Based Concentrations (RBCs) for
residential soil and statistically determ ned background val ues. The background concentrati on was cal cul at ed
as the arithmetic mean concentration of two background surface soil sanples. The Ad Landfill, enconpassing an
approxi mately 23 acre area, contains approximately 7.6 mllion cubic yards of waste, and is approximately 8
feet deep.

5.2 Potential Route of Contam nant Mgration and Route of Exposure

The nost |ikely human health exposure pathway at the A d Landfill is worker contact with the landfill



contents or contam nated surface soil. Contami nants could be absorbed through the skin or ingested. The

drai nage swal e that flows through the central portion of the site may present a risk if individuals cone in
contact with surface water or sedinent. However, there have been no intrusive activities at the site for the
past 10 years with the exception of remedi ation work. Therefore, the |ikelihood of recent human exposures is
mnimal. Gher than the renediation workers currently on site, no additional workers are

anticipated to conme in contact with the landfill contents or contam nated surface soil in the future.

5.3 Popul ation and Environnental Areas that could be affected by the contaminants at the site

Cvilians and Marine Corps personnel who work or trespass on the site could be exposed to contam nated
soils, surface water runoff, and drai nage swal e sedinents. Wldlife could al so be exposed. However, as
nmentioned previously, there are no anticipated future workers other than the renedi ati on workers currently on
site. Potential population and environmental receptors of site groundwater will be fully evaluated in the
Remedi al | nvestigation.

The results of an endangered species survey was reported in the draft Phase | R report and submtted to
the State and USEPA for review. No potentially affected endangered species have been identifi ed.



Table 5-1: Ad Landfill Contam nants

Surface Soil (0 - 2 feet) A Sur f ace/ Subsurface (0-10 feet) B
Chenmi cal Representative Maxi mum Representative Maxi mum
Concentration c Concentration Concentration c Concentration

Sem vol atile Organi ¢ Conpounds (ug/kg)

Benzo( a) ant hr acene 516 4, 800 424 4, 800
Benzo( a) pyrene 501 2,400 384 4,700
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 521 3, 400 406 3, 400
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 383 2,900 305 2,900
Di benzo( a, h) ant hr acene 221 340 212 340
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-d) pyrene 388 3, 000 303 3, 000

Pesti ci des/ PCBs (ug/ kg)

Arocl or-1260 26, 600 130, 000 3, 400 130, 000
4,4' -DDD 2,100 33, 000
4,4' -DDT 2,200 2,700 2,200 2,700
Dieldrin 224 1, 700 89 1, 700

I norgani cs (ng/ kg)

Al um num 8, 430 27, 500
Arsenic 3.7 7.2 6.3 52.3
Bari um 104 825
Beryllium 0. 47 0.92 0.55 2.1
Cadm um 1.3 9.9 1.1 9.9
Chromium (total) 21.8 53.6 23.5 65.7
Cobal t 4.4 8.4 4.5 16.2
Copper 87.5 314 58.8 568
Lead 314 760 327 1, 530
Manganese 144 333 151 904
Thal ['i um 0.54 0.94 0.59 1.9
Vanadi um 33.7 60. 4 31.6 60. 4

Not es: A-Focused Feasibility Study, Table 2-11; B-Focused Feasibility Study, Table 2-12;
C The 95% upper confidence limt (UCL) of the mean



5.4 Site Specific Factors that may affect the Interi mRenmedial Action

There are several wetlands | ocated throughout the site. Several of these areas will be destroyed during
inmplenentation of the IRA. The wetland area will be increased to approxinmately 2.1 acres around the Unnaned
Tributary in the southern end of the site to mitigate the | oss of any wetl ands inpacted/ destroyed (estimated
to be approximately 1.8 acres). Therefore, the size of the nitigation area will exceed the total acreage of
| ost wetlands. Performance of the wetland restoration will be eval uated agai nst a Wt and
Restoration Mnitoring Plan, which will be reviewed by the USEPA, VDEQ and the Biol ogi cal Techni cal
Assi stance Goup (BTAG. A though a pernit was not required by the United States Corps of Engineers (COE) for
this site, the COE was involved in preparation of the wetland mtigation plans and the nitigation activities
will achieve the COE permt programcriteria.

The site is adjacent to the Potomac R ver, necessitating special nmeasures to protect the river from
erosion inmpacts and stormwater discharges. The sel ected shoreline stabilization includes the construction of
a stone, rip rap revetment (approximately 1,100 feet long). The revetnent is fully described under Section
11.0, Significant Changes; Subsection 11.2, Shoreline Stabilization. A so, because of the high water table,
water will be generated during the excavation of contam nated soil and drai nage swal e sedi nent. Contam nated
water fromthe excavations will be treated using a bag filter and activated
carbon, tested to confirmtreatnment effectiveness, and discharged to the Potomac River. The discharged water
will nmeet the requirenents of the Virginia Pollution D scharge Elinination System (VPDES) permt for
di scharge to the river.

Currently, no endangered speci es have been identified at the site. The renedial action shall be
inpl enented so as not to adversely affect such species should any be identified in the future. Al so,
appropriate efforts shall be nade to identify such species that nay be present in the future.

5.5 Shoreline Excavation

During an extrenely low tide in February 1997, a wash out of probable landfill material was observed in
t he Chopawansi c enmbaynent of the Potomac River. The exceptionally low tide conditions at the tinme of the site
visit afforded the opportunity to conduct a thorough assessnment of the A d Landfill shoreline. Aletter

docunenting the site visit, dated February 25, 1997, was provided to the Navy fromthe VDEQ Ofice of Federal
Facilities Restoration Project Manager.

As a result of the discovery, the Navy, with input fromthe State and USEPA, proceeded to characterize
the approxi nate nature and extent of the landfill naterial on the shoreline. On March 17-19, 1997, a total of
17 test pits were excavated and 13 soil sanples were collected for analysis (see Figure 5-1).

<I M5 SRC 97093E>

Test pits were spaced at approximately 50 ft. intervals fromlandfill baseline station 6+00 to 12+00.
Soi | sanples were shipped to Anal ytical Services Corp. (ASC) for DDT and PCB anal ysis on a seven day
turnaround tine.

Results of the investigation indicated that the material consisted primarily of typical landfill
material with little to no evidence of PCB or DDT contanination. The landfill material was observed from
approxi mately station 6+00 to 12+00, extended to a maxi mum di stance fromthe landfill berm of approxinmately
50 feet, and was identified at a maxi mumdepth of 3 feet. The test pits excavated at approxi nate stati on 6+00
indicated the greatest depth and breadth of trash. Therefore, an additional seven test pits were excavated
and five soil sanples were collected for |aboratory analysis. The additional test pits were |ocated sout hwest
of station 6+00. Results of the additional investigation
indicated that naterial of a simlar character was present southwest of station 6+00 at a naxi mrum depth of 8
feet. All the sanples showed PCB results less than 3.32 ng/kg, and DDT results less than 0.332 ng/kg.

Due to the negative aesthetic inpact of the landfill material on the shore of the Ad Landfill, the
requi renents under the Open Dunp provisions of °4.0 of the VSWWR, and the mininmal contam nation present in
the material, the Navy decided to selectively excavate the trash material and incorporate it back into the
landfill beneath the design barrier |ayer.

Inlate April 1997, landfill material was removed fromthe area al ong the shoreline a distance of
approxi mately 1,100 feet between Stations 6+00 to 12+00, fromthe shoreline to approximately 50 feet into the
river.



An excavation depth of 1 to 3 feet was required across the entire area, except for a 25-foot area near
the nouth of the wetlands channel (Station 6+50), which required an excavation depth of 4 to 5 feet. The
materi al was renoved, stockpiled near the shoreline, and later transported and placed in the interior of the
landfill. An approximate 3,500 cubic yards of landfill matedal was renoved fromthe shoreline during the
excavation activities. The only area where restoration of the river bottomwas performed was the deeper
excavation near Station 6+50. The excavati on was backfilled with crushed gravel to the approxi mate surface of
the existing river bottom

The action resulted in the renoval of a significant quantity of sedinent and landfill material fromthe
shoreline of the Ad Landfill, an increase in the volume of nmaterial incorporated under the design barrier
| ayer, and minor changes to the grading plan. The renoval of landfill naterial fromthe shoreline of the

Pot omac River was performed as part of the IRA, and as such is anticipated to be consistent with the fina
remedy. The action should not, however, be viewed as the final remedy. Accordingly, it should be noted that
the effectiveness of the current renoval action, and the need for further renedial action within the
enbaynent, will be assessed during the upcoming R investigation

5.6 Shoreline Stabilization

As a result of the potentially erodable condition observed along the dd Landfill berm the project team
deci ded to incorporate shoreline stabilization features into the IRA After conpleting an alternatives
anal ysis, the selected shoreline stabilization included the construction of a stone, rip rap revetnent
(approximately 1,100 feet long). The revetnent was designed to remedy the potential erosion condition along
the shoreline and provide protection against a design wave of approxinately 3 feet. The shoreline revetnent
consists of three elenments: a rip rap arnor layer, a geotextile filter layer, and a
rip rap toe. The revetnment detail was devel oped based on a thorough review of avail able reference nmateria
and consultation with Virginia' s Shoreline Protection Engi neer

The action resulted in the excavation and renoval of landfill material fromthe existing berm an
increased volune of material incorporated under the design barrier layer, mnor changes to the grading plan
and an increase of construction materials brought onto the site. The shoreline stabilization will be
perforned as part of the IRA and as such is anticipated to be consistent with the final renedy. The action
shoul d not, however, be viewed as the final renedy.

6.0 SUMVARY CF SI TE RI SKS

This section presents the risks associated with the O d Landfill and the rationale for conducting an
IRA at the site

6.1 Human Health R sks

Potential human health risks are categorized as carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic. Lifetine increnenta
cancer risk. (LICR) estinates are evaluated by perfornming a probabilistic calculation using estinated
exposure intakes and published Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs), and conparing this to an acceptable risk range (1
x 10 -4 to 1 x 10 -6). The resulting risk is a unitless expression of an individual's |ikelihood of
devel opi ng cancer from exposure to carcinogenic chemicals. ALICRof 1 x 10 -6 indicates that the exposed
receptor has a one in one nmillion chance of devel opi ng cancer under the defined exposure scenari o.
Alternatively, such a risk may be interpreted as representing one additional case of cancer in an exposed
popul ation of one mllion persons.

The cal cul ated cancer risks should be recogni zed as upper-limt estinmates. CSFs are upper bound
estinmates of the probability of cancer incidence generally derived fromani mal studies. Actual human risk
while not identifiable, is not expected to exceed the upper Iimt based on the CSFs, and, in fact, may be
| ower .

Noncar ci nogeni c risks are evaluated using a quantity called a Hazard Quotient (HQ which is the ratio
of the site dose (the estinmated exposure intake) to a dose not expected to cause adverse health effects (the
Ref erence Dose, RfD), as follows:

<I M5 SRC 97093F>

A Hazard Index (H') is then cal cul ated by summ ng the individual HQ® for the Contaninants of Concern
(CCs). If the value of the H exceeds unity (1.0), there is a potential noncarcinogenic health risk



associ ated wfth exposure to that particular chem cal mxture (USEPA, Septenber 24, 1986). At that tine,
particular attention should be paid to the target organs affected by each chemcal. The H is not a

mat henati cal prediction of the severity of toxic effects; it is sinply a nunmerical indicator of the
possibility of the occurrence of noncarcinogenic (threshold) effects. If the ratio of the intake and the RfFD
for any individual chem cal exceeds unity, toxic effects would al so be expected

The nedia of concern for this IRA are soil and drai nage swal e sedinments. Add Landfill soils and
drai nage swal e sedi nents contain sem -vol atile organi c conpounds, volatile organic conpounds, hal ogenated
organics, and netal contam nants. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 111, R sk Based Concentrations
(RBCs) were exceeded for nmany chenicals, including netals, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, PCBs, 4,4-DDT
and Dieldrin in soil. These contaninants are found sporadically across the Ad Landfill. Cumulative
carcinogenic risk fromthe soil contam nants was estinated to exceed 10 -4 only for the potential adult and
child resident exposure scenarios. This cancer risk was driven by Aroclor 1260 (PCBs), beryllium and
pol ycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, with PCBs contributing the nmost to risk. Total Hazard |ndices did not
exceed unity when chemicals were properly separated by target organ

The presence of PCBs in the Ad Landfill soils and drai nage swal e sedinents, particularly in hot
spots, have been deternmined to be additionally inpacting the adjacent enbaynent of the Potonac River. Once in
t he enbaynment, bioaccunul ation of PCBs occurs in the aquatic receptors. The environmental inpact is due to
bi oaccunul ati on by aquatic receptors of PCBs and subsequent risk resulting fromhuman ingestion of
contanminated fish. These environmental inpacts are being investigated and quantified through ongoi ng studies,
including the Rl and United States Fish and WIldlife Service (USFW5) studies. However, the inpacts have
historically violated State Water Quality Standards and have been estinmated to be creating risks associated
with fish consunption that exceed 10 -4.

6.2 R sk Assessnent Uncertainties

There are a nunber of uncertainties with the current risk estimates due to the limted nature of the
Focused Feasibility Study. A significant uncertainty is in the actual selection of potential chem cals of
concern considered to be representative of site contanination. The use of background concentrations, water
qual ity standards, and toxicity information to screen for potential chemicals of concern may lead to the
underestimati on of risks. Additionally, the chem cal analytical database al so has sone |limtations regarding
the representativeness of the |aboratory results, the inclusion of nondetected data, data gaps, nunber of
sanpl es coll ected, and heterogeneity of sanple data. The effects of these limtations on the results of the
ri sk assessnent are varied. However, every effort was nade to collect and use sanples that reflect actua
site conditions

The toxicol ogi cal data used as the basis for all risk assessnents contain uncertainty such as the
extrapol ati on of carcinogeni c exposure scenarios, the extrapolation of the results of |aboratory ani na
studies to human or environnmental receptors, the interspecies variation in toxicological endpoints, the
variations in sensitivity anong individuals of any particul ar species, and the use of short-term
toxi cological studies to predict log-termeffects. In addition, established RfDs thensel ves have an i nherent
amount of uncertainty and the fact that toxicity information is not available for all chenmicals of concern is
initself is anmgjor limtation of the toxicity assessnent. Since conpletion of the prelimnary risk
assessnent in the FFS, the cancer slope factor for PCBs has been reassessed. For highly chlorinated,
persi stent PCBs such as Aroclor 1260, the slope factor woul d decrease from7.7 to 2 per ng/kg/day. Therefore,
all PCB cancer risks would decrease by a factor of 3.85, which would still result in an approxi mately 2 x 10
-4 cancer risk fromPCBs in soil alone for the potential adult resident.

Sore of the uncertainties related to the estinates of exposure include identification of |and use and
activity patterns, receptor characteristics, such as age, body weight, and exposure duration, and nodel s
and/ or equations to estinate exposure doses or contani nant concentrations.

In sumrary, carcinogeni ¢ and noncarci nogeni c health risks are estinmated using a nunber of different
assunptions. Consequently, the values presented for the Ad Landfill Site contain an inherent amount of
uncertainty. The extent to which health risks can be characterized is primarily dependent upon the accuracy
with which the toxicity of a chem cal can be estinmated and the accuracy of the exposure scenario assunptions.
For the purposes of the risk assessnment perforned for this site, a conservative approach was used to eval uate
the carcinogenicity and H for chem cals of concern. Therefore, the estinated risks for this site should be
over estinated.

6.3 Exposure Assessnent



As part of a "no action" evaluation, receptors (potential future residents, hunters, trespassers,
workers, wildlife, etc.) at the site nay be exposed to contam nants via groundwater, surface water, soil,
sedinents, and landfill gases. Exposure to contami nants in groundwater, surface water, soil and sedi nent can
occur through ingestion, inhalation and dernal contact. Exposure to contam nants in fugitive dust em ssi ons
fromsoil may occur through inhalation. Additional exposure may occur through ingestion of fish, wldlife,
and vegetation associated with the site.

Wil e ingestion, inhalation, and/or dernmal contact with contam nants in surface water and sedi nent
may present additional risks, the cumulative risk fromthese nedia have not been evaluated for the | RA
Currul ative risks will be eval uated under the Remedial Investigation and addressed in the final Renedial
Acti on.

6.4 R sk Characterization

The nedia of concern for this IRA are soil and drai nage swal e sedi ments, which represent the highest
ri sk exposure pathways at the A d Landfill. Cunulative carcinogenic risk fromthe soil contam nants was
estimated to exceed 10 -4 only for adult and child resident exposure scenarios. Total Hazard Indices (H)
were also estinmated to exceed unity only for these exposure scenarios. Additionally, the presence of PCBs in
the dd Landfill soils and drai nage swal e sedi nents have been determ ned to be i mpacting the adjacent
enbaynent of the Potomac River.

The exceedance of USEPA' s human health risk limts for potential receptors of site soils and the
potential for contam nant migration to groundwater and the Potonac River provide the basis for this IRA

6.5 Ecol ogi cal Risk

The prelimnary risk assessnent presented in the Focused Feasibility Study only assessed human health
ri sks. Ecological risks were not evaluated. Biological sanples collected in the enbaynent indicated PCBs were
present in the food chain (fish fillets). Ecological risks will be evaluated in the Remedial Investigation
and addressed in the final Renmedial Action. However, by inplenenting the IRA the Navy will reduce future
| oadi ng and reduce additional inmpacts to fish.

Al t hough the I RA has been designed to be consistent with the final renedy for the site, this I RA nay be
aftered as a result of the data gathered dudng the RI and possible inplenentation of other O at the dd
Landfill.

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF | NTERIM REMEDI AL ACTI ON ALTERNATI VES

This section describes the remedial action alternatives (RAAs) that were considered for the | RA and
presented in the Proposed Plan. During the conduct of the Focused Feasibility Study, applicable renedial
technol ogi es were identified, evaluated and assenbled into RAAs. This | RA addresses soil and drai nage swal e
sedi nent contamnation at the Ad Landfill. Goundwater, surface water, and enbaynment sedi ment contam nants
of concern at the Ad Landfill will be deferred to and further evaluated in the Renedi al | nvestigation.
The RAAs i ncl ude:

. Barrier Layer |nplenentation;

. G ay Cap;

. Excavation/ O fsite Incineration; and
. No Action

7.1 RAA 1. Barrier Layer |nplementation

Capi tal Cost $5, 241, 000
Annual O8&M Cost $69, 000
I npl enentation Time 12 Mont hs

The intent of this alternative is to provide a source-control remedy to mninize exposure to landfill
contents, infiltration of stormmvater, and migration of contami nants off-site. PCB contam nated surface soil



"hot spots" woul d be excavated and di sposed of offsite in a TSCA-permtted facility, followed by installation
of a soil barrier layer. The key conponents of RAA 1 include:

. Institutional controls (e.g., locked fencing and access restrictions)

. Consol i dation of existing berm denolition and off-silte disposal of scrapyard buil di ngs
(Buildings 671 and 672 in the DRMO Scrapyard and Buil ding 679, 680, and several
concrete loading structures at the DRMO Transforner Storage Area), and disposal of
associ ated building foundations within the dd Landfill.

. Excavation and off-site disposal at a TSCA-pernitted facility of surface soil and
drai nage swal e sediments contamnated with PCBs in excess of 10 parts per mllion.

. Installation of geotextile and 2-ft. soil layer covering 23 acres, and shoreline
protection.

. Repl acenent of wetlands destroyed/inpacted by the inplenentation of the IRA
(including long-termmonitoring of the replacenent wetlands to ensure nitigation is
effective).

. Operation and nai ntenance (as discussed in Section 9.3; Operations and

Mai nt enance), and 5-year review

. Upon conpl etion of the "hot spot"” renoval and construction of the barrier |ayer, any
remai ning PCBs will no | onger be available to receptors at the | and surface, but rather wll
becone a subsurface contam nant. Therefore, no PCBs will renmain on the |and surface
of the Ad Landfill.

. Installation of the geotextile and 2-ft. soil barrier layer, in conjunction with shoreline
protection, will reduce potential for washout of landfill material fromflood conditions and

prevent erosion of contam nated soil offsite.

7.2 RAA 2: day Cap

Capi tal Cost $10, 854, 000
Annual &M Cost $69, 000
I npl emrent ati on Tine 15 Mont hs

The intent of this alternative is to provide a source-control renedy to mnimze exposure to landfill
contents, elimnate infiltration of stormmvater, and prevent mgration of contam nants off-site. PCB
contam nated surface soil "hot spots" woul d be excavated and di sposed of offsite at a TSCA-permtted
facility, followed by installation of a clay cap. Al conponents of RAA 2 are the sane as RAA 1 except a
2-foot inpernmeable clay cap is constructed instead of a 2-foot soil barrier |ayer.

The clay cap woul d consist of the following |layers, fromtop to bottom

. Reveget ati on

. Soil (24 inches) - barrier protection |ayer/soil cover
. Gavel (12 inches) - drainage |ayer

. Filter Fabric

. Cay (12 inches) - low perneability |ayer

. Filter Fabric

. Gavel (12 inches) - bedding and/or gas venting | ayer



7.3 RAA 3: Excavation/Ofsite Incineration

Capi tal Cost $383, 225, 000
Annual O8&M Cost $646, 000
I npl erent ati on Tine 48 Mont hs
The intent of this alternative is to provide a treatnent alternative. Al contaminated fill would be

remedi at ed. Key conponents of RAA 3 incl ude:
. Institutional controls (e.g., |ooked fencing and access restrictions)

. Excavation/off-site incineration at a TSCA-pernitted incinerator of surface soil and
drai nage swal e sedi ments contam nated with PCBs in excess of 10 parts per mllion.

. Excavation/off-site incineration of approximately 279,000 cubic yards of potentially
contam nated additional material at a RCRA-permitted incinerator.

. Repl acenent of wetlands destroyed/inpacted by the inplenentati on of the | RA
(including monitoring of the replacenent wetlands to ensure mtigation is effective).

. Demolition and oftite disposal of scrapyard buil dings and associ ated foundati ons,
described in Section 1.0, in order to allow for excavation of potential waste beneath.

. Backfilling based upon state and | ocal requirenents.

. Regradi ng, revegetation, shoreline protection upon conpletion of the excavation effort.

7.4 RAA 4. No Action

Capi tal Cost $0
Annual Q&M Cost $0
I npl erent ati on Tine 0 Mont hs

An eval uation of the No Action alternative is required under CERCLA and conducted to provide a baseline
for conparison with the other remedial alternatives. Under this alternative, contam nants would remain in
site soils and continue to present human health risks and be rel eased via surface water runoff and soil
erosion into surrounding surface water bodies. The renoval of contam nants and barrier layer installation
woul d not be instituted. This alternative is not protective of human health and the environnent.

8.0 SUWARY COF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Section 300.430(e) of the NCP lists nine criteria by which each remedi al alternative nmust be
assessed. The acceptability or performance of each alternative against the criteria is evaluated individually
so that relative strengths and weaknesses nay be identified. The nine criteria include: 1) Overall protection
of human health and the environment; 2) Conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
(ARARs); 3) Long-term effectiveness and pernanence; 4) Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volune through
treatnent; 5) Short-termeffectiveness; 6) Inplenmentability; 7) Cost; 8) State acceptance; and 9) Community
accept ance.

The NCP (section 300.430(f)) states that the first two criteria, protection of human health and the
envi ronnent and conpliance with ARARs, are the "threshold criteria" which nust be net by the sel ected
renmedi al action. The next five criteria are the "prinmary balancing criteria", and the trade-offs within this
group nust be weighed. The selected renmedial alternative is that alternative which is nost protective of
human health and the environnent, is ARAR-conpliant, and provides the best conbination of primary bal ancing
criteria attributes. Wth respect to criteria 4), since this is interimaction, the IRAis not intended to
utilize treatment to the nmaxi mumextent. The final two criteria, state and comunity acceptance, are
"modi fying crtteria" which are evaluated followi ng cooments fromthe FS report and the Proposed Pl an.



8.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

Al of the RAAs devel oped are protective of public health and the environment, except RAAA. RAA3
provides the greatest |evel of protectiveness, since this alternative includes full renoval of all PCB
contanminated soil and landfill trash; however, risks to the environment associated with inplenentation of
RAA3 include potential releases of contam nation during renoval.

RAAs 1 and 2 reduce exposure to landfill material and prevent erosion. RAA2, with an inperneable clay
cap, has the advantage of reducing infiltration fromstormwater. Regardl ess of the cap material, |eaching of
contaminants will occur fromfill material comng in contact wth groundwater.

During determ nation of the cleanup criteria for PCBs in surface soil/sedinent, the project team (Navy,
USEPA, and VDEQ eval uated both human health and environnental concerns. For human health, a |evel of 10 ppm
PCBs was agreed upon, which is in accordance with USEPA' s "Qui dance on Renedial Actions For Superfund Sites
Wth PCB Contamination."” For environnmental concerns, although BTAG recomended a cl eanup | evel of 1 ppm PCBs,
the addition of the additional 2-foot barrier |layer effectively elimnates exposure to surficial
contam nation, thereby increasing protection of human health and the environment. The project team eval uated
both criteria and deci ded a cleanup I evel of 10 ppm PCBs for this I RA would be protective of human health and
t he environment .

8.2 Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents
RAA 3 conplies with all ARARs and gui dance and is ranked first.

For RAAs 1, 2 and 3, renoval of the PCB "hot spot"” fromthe soil and drai nage swal e sedi nents to 10
ppmwoul d conmply with and exceed the Federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) regul ati ons addressing
requirenents for PCB concentrations greater than 50 ppm For RAAs 1, 2 and 3, air nonitoring will be
conducted to ensure that air pollution control regulations are not violated, primarily for fugitive dust
em ssions during construction. Venting is included i n RAA 2.

RAAs 1, 2 and 3 would be inplemented to conply with ARARS relating to the storage, treatment, and
di sposal of hazardous substances, as well as, floodplains and wetl ands regul ati ons, erosion and sedi nent
control regul ations, and NPDES ARARs.

8.3 Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

RAA 3 provides the greatest |evel of protectiveness since all contam nated nmaterial would be renoved.
RAAs 1 and 2, provide varying | evels of long-termeffectiveness and permanence. The permneabl e barrier |ayer
of RAALl appears to be less likely than the inperneable clay cap of RAA 2 to deteriorate fromfactors
associated with location in the 100-year flood plain. For RAAs 1 and 2, excavation and di sposal of the PCB
surface soil is both effective and permanent.

8.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune through Treat nent

Although it is difficult to quantify the volume of contaminants in the A d Landfill, RAA3 would result
in the excavation and off-site incineration of PCB contam nated soils and approxi mately 279, 000 additi onal
cubi c yards of contami nated fill. Conplete destruction of organic toxicity is anticipated with incineration.

Metal s woul d reside in the ash produced, which nay require solidification to decrease nobility prior to
di sposal . None of the renmining RAAs woul d reduce toxicity, mobility or volume through treatnent.

8.5 Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

For RAAs 1 and 2, there will be little or no short-termeffects on the conmunity. Air nonitoring wll
be conducted to detect any unexpected rel ease of contam nants from excavation and gradi ng associated with
these alternatives as a precaution. In addition, permtted transporters will be enployed to ensure conpliance
with DOT regul ations, with particular respect to air nonitoring, for the transportati on of hazardous waste to
ensure conpliance with the Virginia Hazardous Waste Managenent Regul ati ons
(VR 672-10-1 / 9VAC 20-60-10 et seq.). For RAA 3, there will be significant short-termeffects to the
community due to transportation of contaninated material to the TSCA- or RCRA-pernmitted facility. This wll
occur over an extended period of tine, up to 48-nonths. Therefore, RAA 3 has nore inpacts than RAAs 1 and 2.

An environnental concern is runoff of contam nation to the Potomac River during remediation. RAAs 1



and 2 have simlar rankings with respect to runoff control, since each of these RAAs involve cap or barrier
layer installation. Runoff controls are a najor concern for RAA 3 which invol ves excavation and dredgi ng
operations next to the Potomac River. Each RAA enphasi zes conducting capping (or excavation) activities in
smal | sections to | essen potential adverse environnental inpacts, considering the site location in the
100-year floodplain. Erosion and sedinentation controls will also | essen potential adverse environnent al

i mpact s.

Al t hough conprehensive wetland nmitigation is planned under all options, a concern with respect to the

RAAs will be the short-termloss of wetlands. A significant environnental concern is the filling in of the
drai nage channel, and nmore inportantly, the unnaned tributary. RAAs 1, 2 and 3 inpact the drai nage channel
and unnaned tributary, either through filling in (RAAs 1 and 2) or renoval via excavation (RAA 3), and

gradi ng. However, for both RAAs 1 and 2 to be effective, these channels nust be incorporated into the barrier
| ayer/cap. Due to the contam nation present in the drainage channel sedinents, the channel nust be renoved in
all options.

During inplenmentation of the IRA performance of the wetland restoration will be eval uated against a
Wet | and Restoration Monitoring Plan, which will be reviewed by the USEPA, VDEQ and BTAG

8.6 Inplenentablillity

Each of the RAAs is technically and admnistratively feasible. In addition, naterials and services are
avai |l abl e for each RAA, however, the appropriate clay naterial for RAA 2 would be nore difficult to acquire
than the materials required for RAAs 1 and 3. RAA 3, although feasible, would be the nost difficult to
inpl ement without affecting the Potomac R ver during excavati on and dredgi ng operations. Under RAA 3, it
woul d al so be difficult to segregate PCB contaminated fill, which is potentially present throughout the
landfill and requires nmore stringent incineration considerations conpared to other waste types.

The inpermeable clay cap (RAA 2) is thicker than the perneable barrier layer (RAALl). As a result, the
clay cap necessitates additional effort to provide proper slopes for shore protection.

8.7 Cost

Table 8-1 summari zes the capital costs, annual Q&M costs, and present worth of the four RAAs. A
di scount rate of 5 percent was used in the present worth cal cul ation.

Tabl e 8-1: Cost Summary

Alternative Capital Costs Annual &M Present Wrth
RAAl-Barrier Layer $5, 241, 000 $69, 000 $6, 296, 000
RAA2- O ay Cap $10, 854, 000 $69, 000 $11, 909, 000
RAA3- Excavation/Oftite Incineration $383, 225, 000 $646, 000 $352, 439, 000
RAA4-No Action $0 $0 $0

8.8 State Acceptance

Based on its review of the Proposed Plan, the ROD, and support docunents, the State supports the
sel ected RAA, which is RAAL.

8.9 Community Acceptance
Communi ty Acceptance sunmmari zes the publids general response to the alternatives described in the
Proposed Plan. A sunmary of the public nmeeting held August 9, 1995, and comments and responses fromthe
comrent period and the public neeting are included in the Responsiveness Summary (Appendix A). Results of the
public neeting and community comment indicate that the community favors the sel ected RAA

8.10 Summary of Detail ed Eval uation

RAA 1 provides the best balance with respect to the nine evaluation criteria for protection of human
health and the environment. This alternative neets eight of the nine evaluation criteria in selecting an



appropriate renedy, however, the reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volune through treatment criterion will
not be entirely mnet.

RAAs 2 and 3 are protective of hunan health and the environnent. However, conpared to RAA 1, they each
have significantly increased costs and inplernentability problens.

RAA 4 is not protective of human health and the environnent.
9.0 SELECTED REMEDY

Details of the barrier layer construction, including wetland nmitigation, plant selection, planting
requi renents; and mai ntenance will be presented in the final Design Specifications and the | RA Wrk Pl an.

The barrier layer is an interimremedy that may or may not neet the state closure requirenents. It is
intended as an interimaction but is anticipated to be consistent with the final renedy. Upon conpl etion of
the Remedial Investigation (R) and Feasibility Study (FS), the final remedy will be selected which will neet
state closure requirenents. As an exanple, groundwater is an outstanding i ssue not addressed in this ROD, but
rather will be addressed during the upcomng RI. State requirenents for closure will be nonitored during the
Rl / FS process.

9.1 Renedi ati on Requirenents

Based upon the consideration of the requirenments of CERCLA, the alternatives analysis, and public

comrents, RAA 1 has been chosen as the IRA at the Ad Landfill. The Departnent of the Navy, Virginia
Departnment of Environmental Quality and the Environnmental Protection Agency, Region Ill, consider RAA 1, to
be the nost appropriate interimrenedial action for the Ad Landfill. This I RA has been designed to be

consistent with the final remedy for the site. This IRA may be altered as a result of the data gathered
during the Rl and possible inplementation of other QU at the AQd Landfill.

The maj or conponents of the |RA include:
. Institutional controls, to assure that activities do not breach or conprom se the
integrity ofthe barrier layer, fencing around the entire site with | ocked gates, and

restricting access by unauthorized personnel;

. Consol idation of existing berns, denolition and off-site disposal of scrapyard
bui | di ngs, and incorporation of scrapyard building foundations within the dd Landfill;

. Excavation and off-site di sposal of surface soil and drainage swal e sedi ments
contam nated with PCBs in excess of 10 parts per mllion (ppm;

. Permeabl e 2-foot soil barrier |ayer installation covering 23 acres with the

followi ng layers: high quality vegetation, topsoil. barrier soil, and nmarking geotextile;
. I ncorporation of flood control measures and shore protection;
. Successful replacement and restoration of wetlands destroyed/inpacted by the

i npl ementation of the IRA (1.8 acres inpacted vs. 2.1 acres repl aced), including
ensuring the replacenent and restoration is successful, through continued
noni toring and other appropriate neasures;

. Operation and nai ntenance; and

. Five year reviews, as required by the National Contingency Plan.

Additionally, the Renedial Investigation will determ ne additional renedial actions needed for the
site. Such actions will be addressed in a final ROD.

9.2 Institutional Controls
Final use restrictions will be addressed in the final renedy. A copy of this docunment will be

provided to the Navy's Planning O fices (at EFACHES and the Marine Corps Base) for their reviewin order to
elimnate performance of any project that mght affect the integrity of the barrier layer. Until that tine,



institutional controls, to include no breaching of the barrier layer, fencing around the entire site with
| ocked gates, and restricting access by unauthorized personnel, will be enployed by the Navy as protection.
No invasive devel opment of the landfill area will be allowed.

Each year, the Natural Resources Environmental Affairs (NREA) Branch at the Marine Corps Base shall
be responsible for reviewing any on site activities and maintai ning continued coordination with the Pl anning
O fices.

9.3 Qperations and Mi nt enance

Operations and mai ntenance (O&) will be perfon-ned in accordance with the Virginia Solid Waste

Managenment Regul ations (VSWWR ©5.0). This &M wi Il include an annual inspection of the cover, initiated
within one year of conpletion of the IRA. The renuaining portions of the VSWWR O&M requirements will be
inmpl enented as part of the final renedy for the Ad Landfill. O&M for this IRAw Il include, at a m ni num

the follow ng itens:

. Performance standards to assure integrity of the barrier |ayer;
. Er osi on control ;

. Wet | and noni toring, and

. I nspecti on and mai nt enance as applicabl e.

During inplenmentation of the IRA perfornmance of the wetland restoration will be evaluated against a
Wet | and Restoration Mounitoring Plan, which will be reviewed by the USEPA, VDEQ and BTAG

9.4 Performance Standards
. Remove all PCB contam nated surface soil/sedinment in the drai nage channel to 10 ppm

. Install silt fences along the river, 20 feet fromthe river's edge to control erosion
as required by Virginia Erosion and Sedi ment and Control Act.

. Construct 4-foot high tenporary berns along the river's edge to ninimze soil
| oss during construction.

. Successful ly replace and restore approximately 2.1 acres of wetlands in the
unnamed dr ai nage channel .

. Excavate and pl ace waste material and common fill to achieve design grade.

. Construct a barrier layer to prevent direct human contact with site contam nats.
The barrier layer will be constructed according to the follow ng performance
st andar ds:

. Install an 8-0z, non-woven geotextile, with a ninimmthickness of 95-m| and a

m nimum grab tensile strength of 225 pounds.

. Al geotextile will overlap a mnimumof 12 inches.

. Geotextile placed 25-percent slopes or steeper will be continuously sewn.

. Install the barrier layer (2 percent mninmum grade) consisting of 18 inches of
common fill and 6 inches of topsoil.

. The barrier layer will have a maxi mum particle size of 3 inches and a maxi nrum

of 25 percent by wei ght passing the No. 200 sieve.

. The top soil will contain 5 to 20 percent by weight organic nmatter and will have a
maxi mum particle size of 1 inch and a maxi mum of 5 percent by wei ght retained
on the 1/4-inch sieve.



. Al disturbed areas will be revegetated. Seed and mulch will be applied to
acconplish this.

. Install approximately 3,000 |inear feet of chain-link fence with | ocked gates to
prevent unauthorized access to the Ad Landfill area

9.5 Cost of Sel ected Renedy

The cost to inplenent RAA 1 is $5, 241,000 and the cost for operation and mai ntenance is $69, 000 per
year. The present nrth is $6, 296, 000 over 20 years with 5%di scount rate

10. 0 STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

The goal of this IRA for the Ad Landfill is to reduce dermal contact, ingestion, and inhalation
risks to hunman health and the environnent, and to elimnate further erosion of contamnants into the
wet | ands and adj acent Potomac River enbaynment. This | RA increases protection of human health and the
environnent with a renedial alternative that is cost effective, consistent with a pernmanent solution, and
conplies with Federal, State, and |local ARARs specific to this IRA Following this IRA risks to human health
and the environnent fromcontam nants left on site will be assessed in the Renedial Investigation and
addressed in the final Renedial Action

10.1 Overall Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

The sel ected RAA increases protection to human health and the environnent by reducing exposure to, and
further release of, site contam nants. Renoval of PCB contam nated soil and drai nage swal e sedinents to 10
ppm stabilization of site grades, and the installation of a soil barrier |ayer over the entire site will: 1)
reduce cunul ative carcinogenic risk frorn contact with, and inhalation of, soil and drai nage swal e sedi ment
contam nants below 10 -4; and 2) prevent further escal ation of risks associated with the

consunption of fish fromwater bodies adjacent to the Ad Landfill. Hazard |Indices were al ready bel ow
unity (less than 1) as discussed in Section 6.1

Short-termrisks associated with the sel ected RAA coul d include increased erosion of site soils
increased fugitive dust releases, and increased di scharges of contam nated groundwater during dewatering
activities required for the drai nage channel excavation. However, these short-termrisks are to be mnimzed
t hrough use of erosion, dust, and wastewater managenent plans, as addressed in Section 8.5. Wth
i mpl enentation of work plan controls, the short-termrisks becone acceptabl e as conpared to the continued
ri sks associated with the No Acti on RAA

Al t hough conprehensive wetland mtigation is planned, a concern will be the short-termloss of
wet | ands. An additional environnental concern is the filling in of the drai nage channel, and nore
inmportantly, the unnaned tributary. RAA 1 inpacts the drai nage channel and unnamed tributary through filling
in and regradi ng. However, for RAA 1 to be effective, these channels nust be incorporated into the barrier
layer, and due to the contam nation present in the drainage channel sedinents, it nust be renoved in al
options

10. 2 Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

The selected IRAwi Il conply with the Federal, state, and |ocal ARARs specific to this IRA ARARs are
separated into three categories; Chem cal -specific, Location-specific, and Action-specific.

Chemi cal -specific ARARs are usually health or risk-based nunerical values or mnethodol ogi es which, when
applied to site-specific conditions, result in the establishment of nunerical values. These val ues establish
t he accept abl e ambunt or concentration of a chemcal that may be found in, or discharged to, the anbient
environnent. Location-specific ARARs are restrictions placed on the concentrati on of hazardous substances or
the conduct of activities solely because they are in specific |ocations (floodplains, wetlands, historic
pl aces, etc.). Action-specific ARARs are usually technology or activity-base requirements or limtations on
actions taken with respect to hazardous wastes. These requirenents are triggered by the particular renedia
activities that are selected to acconplish a remedy. These Actton-specific requirenents do not in thensel ves
determine the renedial alternative; rather, they i ndi cate how a selected alternative nust be achi eved

"Appl i cabl e requirements” include those cl eanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive



environnental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations pronul gated under Federal or state |aw that
directly and fully address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contami nant, renedial action, l|ocation, or other
circunstance at a CERCLA site. "Relevant and appropriate requirenents" neans those cl eanup standards,
standards of control, and other substantive environnental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations
promul gat ed under Federal or state law, while not "applicable", address problens or situations sufficiently
simlar (relevant) to those encountered at the CERCLA site, that their use is well suited (appropriate) to
the particular site. "To Be Considered (TBC" criteria are nonpromul gated, non-enforceabl e guidelines or
criteria that may be useful for devel oping renedial action, or necessary for determ ning what is protective
to human health and/or the environnent. Exanples of TBC criteria include USEPA Drinking Water Heal th

Advi sori es, Carcinogenic Potency Factors, and Reference Doses.

Several pertinent guidances were also identified and will be considered. Table 10-1 (included at the
end of this Section) provides a listing of the Chem cal, Action, and Location-specific ARARs.

10. 3 Cost Effectiveness
RAA 1 was determned to be the nost cost effective option.

10.4 Wilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnment Technol ogi es
or Resource Recovery Technol ogi es) to the Maxi mum Extent Practicable

The IRA is not designed or expected to be final, but the selected |RA represents the best bal ance of
trade-of fs anong the RAAs. The selected IRA utilizes permanent solutions, alternative treatnent technol ogies,
or resource recovery technologies to increase protection of human health and the environnment while conplying
with ARARs to the naxi mum extent practicable for interimsource control of Ad Landfill contam nants.

10.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

Treatment options were determned to be inpracticable for the limted scope of this IRA since only a
smal | portion of the site is being excavated and woul d therefore becone treatable. The small vol ume of soil
to be excavated does not favor treatment froma cost perspective. Because this | RA does not constitute the
final remedy, the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or
volunme as a principal elenent (e.g., with respect to groundwater) will be addressed in the final ROD.

Conti nued study of the Ad Landfill may identify risks associated with other site nedia, such as
groundwat er, that woul d have a greater potential to utilize treatnent than nedia addressed in this IRA The
inclusion of treatment based renedial technologies in the final remedy woul d achi eve a bal ance between
treatnment and non- treatnent based renedies for the overall cleanup of the Ad Landfill.



ARAR or TBC
1. CHEM CAL-SPECI FI C

A. Pol ychl orinat ed Bi phenyls
(PCBs)

1. Toxic Substance Control
Act (TSCA)

a. USEPA PCB Spill Policy

b. Qi dance on Renedi al
Actions for Superfund Sites
with PCB Contam nation

TABLE 10-1: Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents

ad Landfill (Site 4)

Mari ne Corps Conbat Devel opnent Conmmand, Quantico, Virginia

Legal Gtation

40 CFR 761

CSVER Dir .
9355. 4-01,
August 1990

Qd assification

To Be Consi dered

To Be Consi dered

Sumrary Requi r enent

Remedi ati on of non-liquids (soil,
rags, debris) >50 ppm

Conpari son of site concentrations
with performance standards for
new spills is warranted al t hough
the concentration of the original
spill(s) is unknown.

Thi s docunment describes the
reconmmended approach for
eval uating and renedi ati ng
Superfund sites with PCB
cont ami nati on.

Applicability to I RA

Soi |l s or drainage swal e sediments with
>10 ppm PCB wi || be renoved/ di sposed
based on industrial use, continued
nmoni t ori ng.

The A d Landfill qualifies as an industrial
area. Maxi mnumsite PCB soil

concentrations exceed both industrial and
resi dential recommended renediation

goals for soils. PCB contamnation wll
continue to be evaluated at each 5 year
review PCB contaninated soils and

drai nage swal e sediment will be renoved

to 10 ppmto achi eve the renediation

goal s.



ARAR or TBC
I'l. LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C
A. Wt ands

1. dean Water Act

2. Wetlands Executive Order

3. Coastal Zone
Managenent Act (CZMVA)

4. Fl oodpl ai n Executive

O der

5. Virginia Wtlands Act

6. Virginia Wtlands
Regul ati ons Act

Legal Gtation

33 USC 1344,
40 CFR 230.41

EO 11990

16 USC 1451

EO 11988

VA Code 62.1-
13.1 et seq;

VR A450- 01
0051 / 4 VAC
20-390-10 et
seq. Code
62.1-13.1 et
seq.

d assification

Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

Sumary Requi r enent

Regul ates dredge and fill activities.

No activity that adversely affects a
wet | ands shall be pernitted if there
is a practical alternative.

Federal Agencies are required to
m ni m ze the destruction, |oss, or
degradation of wetlands and to
preserve and enhance natural and
beneficial value of wetlands.

Protection of shorelines, wetlands
and runoff controls.

Federal Agencies are required to
reduce the risk of flood |oss,

m ni mze i npact of the floods, and
restore and preserve the natural
and beneftal value of floodplains.

Regul ates activities in Tidal
Vet | ands.

Any activity to take place in, or

i mpact on, a tidal wetland mnust
meet the provisions of the Virginia
Wet | ands Act and regul ati ons as
applicable. Regulates activities in
Ti dal Wetl ands.

Applicability to | RA

Actions al ong the Potomac or inpacted
wet | ands will be coordinated with
COE(Dunfries) and Virginia Marine
Resour ces Commi ssi on (VMRQO).

Wetl ands will be inpacted by the action.
Wet | ands i npact assessnent and
restoration will be coordinated with CCE,
Dunfries and VIVRC.

Alternative will inmpact shoreline, wetlands
and runoff controls. Alternative wll
conply with substantive requirenents of
°404 and VPDES pernit, and | ocal CZMO

and erosion control boards.

Portions of the site are in the 100 year
fl oodplain. Flood protection will include
vegetative cover and ri prap.

Coor di nat e conpl i ance t hrough
substantive regul ati ons of ©404.

Any activity to take place in, or inpact on,
the tidal wetland of the Ad Landfill rust
meet the provisions of the Act. Coordinate
conpl i ance through substantive

regul ati ons of °404.



ARAR or TBC

7. Virginia Water Protection
Pernit Regul ati ons (VWPP)

8. Virginia Waste
Managenent Act (VWA),
Siting of Hazardous Waste

Facilities

B. Chesapeake Bay

1. Chesapeake Bay

Preservati on Act;
Chesapeake Bay

Preservation Area

Desi gnati on and

Managerment Regul ati ons

(Virginia)

I11. ACTION-SPEC FI C

A. Hazardous Waste

Managenent

1. Virginia Hazardous Waste
Managerment Regul ati ons

(VHWWR) / Resour ce

Conservation and Recovery

Act (RCRA)

Legal Ctation

VR- 680- 15- 02

Ch. 14 VWWA
Article 6, 10.1-
1433

VA Code Ch.21
(°10. 1- 2100) ;
VR 173-02-01

VR 672-10-1
9 VAC 20- 60-
10 et seq.;

40 CFR 261-

266, 268, 270-
271

O assification

Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

Sumrary Requi r enent

Applies to activities that affect

dredge and fill of surface waters.

Commonweal th's certification
authority under °401 of the O ean
Water Act.

Protects wetlands fromfacility
si ting.

Limts land disturbing activities
i mpacting state surface water
quality. Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Act and Regul ati ons
adm ni stered by | ocal C BLAD

Control s gereration, storage, and
di sposal of solid and hazardous
waste. Regul ations nirror those
devel oped by USEPA for

hazar dous waste.

Applicability to I RA

Permit information will be coordinated with
VMRC regardi ng wetland di sturbances
coordi nat ed t hrough VWAWPP at VDEQ

Al ternative includes restoration.
Restoration will be in accordance with this
st andar d.

Requires that certain locally designated
tidal and nontidal wetlands, as well as
other sensitive | and areas, be subject to
limtations regarding | and-di sturbing
activities, renoval of vegetation, use of
i mpervi ous cover, erosion and sedi nent
control, stornwater management, and

ot her aspects of |land use that may have
effects on water quality.

If the renedial response invol ves storage,
treatnment or disposal of a VHWR RCRA
hazar dous waste, various VHWR RCRA

requi renents may need to be conplied

with as specified in VHWR and/or the

appl i cabl e 40 CFR Parts. Because

Virginia admnisters an authorized state
RCRA program the VHWR will serve as

the governing ARAR in place of the

RCRA regul ati ons.



ARAR or TBC

2. RCRA Corrective Action
for Solid Waste
Managerment Units at

Hazar dous Waste
Managenment Facilities

3. Virginia Solid Waste
Managerment Regul ati ons
(VSWWR)

B. Water

1. Cean Water Act

Nat i onal Pol | utant Di scharge
El i mi nati on System

Regul ati ons ( NPDES)

2. Federal Anbient Vater
Quality Criteria (AWX)

3. Virginia Pollutant
Di scharge Eimnation
Syst em Regul ati ons

( VPDES)

4. Virginia Water Quality
St andar ds

ARAR or TBC

Legal Gtation

40 CFR 264,
265, 270, 271

VR 672-20-10 /
9 VAC 20- 80-
10 et seq.

33 CFR ©1342

40 CFR 122

40 CFR 131

VR 680-14-01 /
9 VAC 25- 30-
10 et. seq.

VR 680- 21-00

Legal G tation

C assification

To be consi dered

Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

C assification

Summary Requi r enent

Corrective Action procedures.

The di sposal of any soil, debris,
sl udge or any other solid waste
froma site nust be done in
conpliance with VSWR

Control s di scharge of
contam nants from point source to
surface waters.

AWXC may be considered for
actions that involve discharges to
state surface waters.

Est abl i shes the mechani sm for

permtting of discharges to state
wat ers through VPDES.

Provi des water quality standards
for surface water.

Summary Requi r enent

Applicability to I RA

WII be used as gui dance when
devel opi ng renedi ati on strategies.

The di sposal of any soil, debris, sludge or
any other solid waste fromthe Ad
Landfill site nust be done in conpliance

with the regul ations.

Criteria will be followed in the design and
operation of any water
treat ment/di scharge system

Conply with substantive requirenments of
VPDES, and Storm Water Regul ation as
identified by VDEQ NRQO

Conply with the substantive

requi renents of VPDES and Storm

Water Regul ations as identified by the
VDEQ NRO

Standards are used for a basis to devel op
and conply with the substantive
requi renents of VPDES di scharge
permts for PCB hot spots and excavation
activities, and Storm Water Regul ations
as identified by VDEQ NRO

Applicability to I RA



ARAR or TBC

5. Virginia Stormater
Managerment Act Virginia
St or mmat er Managenent
Regul ati ons

C Ar
1. dean Air Act

a. National Anbient Ar
Qual ity Standards (NAAQS)

2. Virginia Regulation for
the Control and Abatenent
of Air Pollution (VRCAAP)

D. Virginia Erosion and
Sedi nent Control
Regul ati ons

Legal Gtation

Code of Appli cabl e
Virginia

Sections 10. 1-

603.1 et seq.;

VR 215-02-00 /

4 VAC 3-20-10
et seq.

42 USC 7401

40 CFR 50 Appl i cabl e

VR 120-01-1 Appl i cabl e
t hrough VR
120- 08- 065 /

9 VAC 5-10-10
through 9 VAC
5- 80- 350

VR 625- 02- 00 Appl i cabl e

C assification

Summary Requi r enent

Al land-disturbing activities nust
be in conpliance with | ocal

st or maat er managemnent

prograns, where they exist

Control em ssion of unacceptable

| evel s of airborne particulates to
the atnmosphere. The primary and
secondary standards for
particulate matter, expressed as
PM 10 is 150 [24 hour, annual
arithnetic mean] and 50 [1 -year
annual arithnetic nean],
respectively.

Est abl i shes anmbient air quality
goal s and regul ates the di scharge
of pollutants into the atnosphere.

Est abl i shes m ni mum desi gn and

i mpl ement ati on standards to
control erosion and sedi nentation
fromconstruction sites.

Applicability to I RA

Conply with substantive requirenents as
identified by VDEQ

Alternative may result in em ssion of
unaccept abl e | evel s of airborne
particulates to the atnosphere. Site
wetting will be used to control particulate
matter and fugitive dust in conpliance
with VDEQ Air Regul ati ons.

Particul ates may be rel eased into the

at nosphere during renediation. Site
wetting will be used to control particulate
matter and fugitive dist in conpliance
with VDEQ Air Regul ati ons.

An erosion and sedinent control plan wll
be prepared and submitted to the Virginia
representative at the Navy for review

bef ore engaging in any |and di sturbing
activity.



11.0 SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

This section describes significant changes to the dd Landfill |IRA that have occurred since the
Proposed Plan was submitted for public review The changes are anticipated to be consistent with the final
remedy.

The | RA addresses soil and drai nage swal e sedi nent contam nation at the Ad Landfill. G oundwater
noni toring and/or renedi ation has been deferred to the final Renedial Action. Goundwater, surface water, and
enbaynent sedi nent contam nants of concern at the Ad Landfill will be further eval uated during the Renedi al

I nvesti gati on.
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APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

l. SUMMVARY OF PUBLI C AVAI LABI LI TY SESSI ON

I'1.  RESPONSES TO WRI TTEN COMMENTS RECEI VED AT AVAI LABILITY
SESSI ON, AUGUST 9, 1995

I11. RESPONSES TO WRI TTEN COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C
COMMENT PERI D, JULY 15,1995 TO AUGUST 28, 1995

. SUMWARY OF PUBLIC AVAI LABI LI TY SESSI ON
(Avail able to Public, Septenber 15, 1995)

A Public Availability Session was held on August 9, 1995 from4:00 to 9:00 PMon the Focused
Feasibility Study (FFS) and Proposed Plan for the A d Landfill InterimRenedial Action (IRA). The
Avai lability Session was |located at the Dunfries District Community CQultural Arts Center and conducted in
accordance with requirenments set forth in the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Q1 and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP). The purpose of
the Availability Session was to provide a forumto informthe community on the results of the FFS, the
alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan, and the preferred alternative for the |IRA

The Availability Session included four display booths featuring: the Ad Landfill site history, site
investigation process, site characterization, and preferred IRA alternative. Adm nistrative Record docunents
wer e avail abl e.

Project representatives available to address citizen comments included: the Naval Facilities
Engi neeri ng Command, Engineering Field Activity Chesapeake (EFACHES); Environnental Protection Agency
(USEPA), Region I11; Virginia Departnent of Environmental Quality (VDEQ; Halliburton NUS Corporation (HNUS)
and MCCDC, Quantico. Specifically, the representatives included:

During the five hour availability session,
Ctizens were briefed on all

proj ect.
exchange

One ciften fromDunfries,

occurred with M.

Ms. Lisa M Bradford USEPA Region |11
Ms. Berni ce Pasquini USEPA Region |11
Ms. Jennifer Hubbard USEPA Region |11
M. WIIliam Hudson USEPA Region |11
M. David Gi nmesVDEQ

M. Tony Klimek HNUS

M. Heath Wells EFACHES

Ms. Angi e Lower EFACHES

Maj . Fred Mock MCCDC, Quanti co
M. Charles Gimm MCCDC, Quanti co,
M. John Burl eson MCCDC, Quanti co,

di spl ay booths by M. Heath Wlls,
John Burl eson regardi ng past practices at the Ad Landfill.

Virginia, provided information to M. Wl ls on objects previously

two of whomwere briefed on the
EFACHES. An addi ti onal

three citizens signed in,
information

uni dentifi abl e on aedal photographs of the scrapyard and said that they would contact M. Wlls or M.
Burl eson, MCCDC, at a later time to discuss additional information about past waste disposal practices on
board MCCDC, Quanti co.

A second citizen fromTriangle, Virginia, was interested in the contracting nechani sns and
possibilities for cleanup at MCCDC, Quantico, since they were interested in business potentials associated
with the Ad Landfill cleanup earth nmoving aspects. M. Burleson explained that the Navy manages the
contracts for the Marine Corps through regional offices of the Naval Facilities Engi neering Conmand.
Additionally, M. Burleson explained that the contracts were divided into investigatory and cl eanup, the Navy
Conpr ehensi ve Long-term Environmental Action Navy (CLEAN) contracts and Renedial Action Contracts (RAQ),
respectively. M. Burleson recomrended contacting the RAC for the Add Landfill cleanup, Chio Hazardous
Materials (OHM, Richmond Office, to get nmore informati on on beconing a potential subcontractor. The citizen
requested that their name be placed on the Interested Party Miiling List.



Athird citizen fromTriangle, Virginia cane in briefly, took a copy of the Proposed Plan and |eft.
None of the three citizens submtted any witten conments.

Addi tional MCCDC, Quantico affiliated personnel attended the Availability Session to find out nore
about the project they were partially involved with and show support for the Availability Session concept.
Specifically, MOCDC affiliated personnel included:

Ms. Kay Lyon MCCDC, Counsels O fice
Ms. Penny d ark MOCDC, Counsels O fice
M. Ji m Yohn MCCDC, Counsels O fice
Ms. Kelly Dreyer HQ Marine Corps (LFL)
M. WIIiam Fennel MCCDC, NREAB Br anch
M. Mel MacDonal d OHM Cor por ati on

M. Charles O enshaw OHM Cor por ati on

The Availability Session concluded at 9: 00 PM
I'l. RESPONSES TO WRI TTEN COMMENTS RECEI VED AT
AVAI LABI LI TY SESSI ON, AUGUST 9, 1995
No witten comrents were received at the Public Availability Session.

I1l. RESPONSES TO WRI TTEN COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG
THE PUBLI C COMMENT PERI OD, JULY 16, 1995 TO AUGUST 28, 1996

No citizen comments were received.



